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competition, the Department views Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247b(b), which requires each
telephone company to provide reasonable nondiscriminatory access to all equipment,
facilities and services necessary, as a flexible tool to achieve the General Assembly’s
goals. No participant has criticized rebundling of network elements as unreasonable.
Rather, rebundling has been criticized as being inconsistent with Federal law or not
envisioned by the authors of Public Act 94-83.

Because the Department considers limited use of a recombined service as
critical to the development of effective competition in rural and residential markets, the
Department will direct the Telco and NYTel below to file a tariff for a recombined service
that conforms with the definition adopted by the FCC in its First Report and Order.4 The
proposed tariff will be applicable only for use in serving residential customers and small
business (nonPBX and nonCentrex) customers and will only be available for a period of
five years from the date of effectiveness. At the end of five year period, the Department
will undertake a review of the state of competition and determine the need for, and
consequences associated with, extending such recombined UNEs for a period of not
longer than three years.

The limited duration of this offering amplifies the public policy behind the
Department’s actions in this proceeding. ‘While the Department sanctioned the use of
resale under Public Act 94-83 before Federal law explicitly required its availability, it has
always encouraged facilities-based. competition in Connecticut. Because rebundled
elements will be available for a limited duration, they will exist as a transitional
mechanism toward facilities-based competition.

The Department emphasizes that the limited nature of this rebundled network
element offering is designed to spur competition only in those telecommunications
markets that currently experience less competition. Historic universal service policies
have established a subsidy of local residential rates by local business rates and other
services such as access, thereby creating artificially high local business rates. These
policies have therefore stimulated facilities-based competition in high volume business
services. Residential and small business local service, however, do not currently
present the same incentives for facilities-based competition. Consequently, the
Department has narrowly tailored the use of this offering. This Decision is consistent
with past Decisions designed to promote competition in areas that may represent less
attractive opportunities for CLECs. In prior proceedings the Department has applied
certain obligations upon CLECs as a means to ensure the general public are afforded
the benefits of competition and choice. One such obligation was the modified labor
market area (MLMA) requirement ordered by the Department in its March 15, 1995
Decision Docket No. 94-07-03, DPUC Review of Procedures Regarding the Certification
of Telecommunications Companies and of Procedures Regarding Requests by Certified
Telecommunications Companies to Expand Authority Granted in Certificates of Public
Convenience and Necessity.

4 The Department undertook an exhaustive'éXéminaﬁon of Unbundled Network Elements in Docket No.
96-09-22. In that proceeding testimony strongly evidenced the importance of ILEC pricing to the
provisioning choices employed by CLECs, and expressed concern about the lack of provisioning

alternatives to the Telco infrastructure -in rural areas and the high cost placed upon use of that
infrastructure by the Telco.
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With this Decision, the Department is sufficiently confident that facilities-based
competition will emerge in Connecticut, that the Department has done all that it can do
to stimulate interest in the residential and rural markets of Connecticut and that the
obligations imposed upon the Telco in this Proceeding are reasonable, rational and
requisite to the development of efficient and effective competition.

D. EXTENDED LoOPS

Lightpath proposed in this proceeding that loop-transport interconnection be
considered, and cited Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-247b(b) as authority to order the
provisioning of such a service. As reiterated above in this Decision, the Department
issued a limited Request for Written Comments which asked for comment on rebundied
network elements alone. While extended loops may be conceptually similar to
rebundied network elements, consideration of such a service is outside of the narrowly-
defined scope of this proceeding reflected in the Request for Written Comments. The
issue of extended loops will be entertained in Docket No. 98-02-27 Shared Transport as
part of the Department’s mvestlgatlon of shared and dedicated transport issues.

V.  CONCLUSION AND ORDERS

A. CONCLUSION

This proceeding has been initiated to resolve certain differences of opinion
relative to the roles and responsibilities in the provisioning of UNEs. This proceeding
represents the Department's commitment to ensure that the competitive framework
adopted over the past decade supports the development of efficient and effective
competition in an evolving marketplaoe

Because the availability of a rebundled network element service to CLECs
serving the residential and small business markets will promote effective competition,
the Department will direct the Telco and NYTel to file a tariff for such a service that will
be applicable only for use in serving those customers. The proposed tariff will be in
effect for a limited five year period. The Department is confident that narrowly-tailored
availability of this service will further the goals articulated by the General Assembly, and
further concludes that such action is not precluded by Federal law.

B. ORDERS

For the following Orders, pléa's;e submit an original and 12 copies of the
requested material identified by Docket Number, Title and Order Number to the
Executive Secretary.

1. No later than August 3, 1998, interested CLECs shall file with the Department
five potential unbundied network element combinations that they require be
tariffed for their provision of local exchange setrvice.

2. No later than September 3, 1998, the Telco and NYTel shall file proposed
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residential and small business tariffs with supporting information that conform
with the requirements of the FCC in its Local Competition Order for the proposed
network combinations requested by the CLECs in response to Order No. 1.

DPUC ELECTRONIC LIBRARY LOCATION K:\FINL_DECVWILED UNDER UTILITY TYPE, DOCKET NO., DATE
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This Decision is adopted by the following Commissioners:

Jack R. Goldberg

John W. Betkoski, Il

Linda Kelly Arnold

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The foregoing is a true and correct copy of the Decision issued by the
Department of Public Utility Control, State of Connecticut, and was forwarded by
Certified Mail to all parties of record in this proceeding on the date indicated.

Robert J. Murphy Date
Executive Secretary
- Department of Public Utility Control
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Yica S0 . 125 Peechires St . NE
Allama GA 30309
04 210-7262
January 6, 1998

Mr. Duane Ackerman

President and Chief Executjve Officer
BellSouth Corporaion

Suite 2010

1155 Peacltyee Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Duane:

As yout know, since passage of the Telecommunications Act of [~96, ATAT
has attempted to obtain access to combinations of unbundled network clements
(UNEs) provisioped by BeliSouth. To dats, these efforts have yet 10 produce results,
We still arc unable 10 order combinations of UNEs and reccive all the usage data and
functionalities inberent in those UNEs. This lack of progress was confimied by the
FCC in its recent order denying BellSouth's application to provide imerL ATA
services in South Carolina. Given AT&T's repested attempts 10 find ways to provide
~ local service 0 out customers using combinations of UNEs provisiooed by
BeliSouth, this lack of progress is extremely disappointing.

Duane, the purpose of this letter is to request your personal assistance in
moving forward BellSouth's provisioning of combinations of UNEs to ATAT, In the
past, when | have written you about thw Iack of progress in our efforts to open the
local telophone market to competition, you have had others at BetlSouth respond 10
our concan. Although [ regret having 10 seek yout personal assistance on the
multitude of details associated with combinations of UNEs that are outlined in this
letter, frankly aothing clse has worked. [ am hopefu] that if you get involved,
progress will be made. Accordingly, as oue of your principal customers, | request
your personal written response by Januacy 14, 1998 as W (1) who at BeliSouth you
will hold accourmabie for answering the questions attached to this letter and (2) that
respoases to thase questions from those individuals will be provided by
January 30, 1998. _
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But before { get to specifics, I firm would like to highlight what the FCC said
wn its South Carciins order regarding combinations of UNEs in to provide the context
for this requeat. As you will recall, the FCC stated that . BellSouth has not
demonstrated that it can make available as 4 legal and practical matter access to
unbundied network elements in a manner tha allows competing carriers to combine
them. In particular, BellSouth has failed 10 demonstrate thax it can provide access 10

such elements through the one method it has identified for such access - collocation.”
(Order 2§ 182))

The FCC raised numerous concerns about BeiiSoyth's “cotlocation proposal”
which we alto have shared for some time now. [n particular, we believe your
*collocation proposal” will lead w:

» significant delays in opening the local market to competition;

o unacceptable disruptions to customer service;

o unnecsssary and exotbitant expenses for your competitors and. thus, owr
customery; and

e increased points of failure in the network.

Further, your "¢ollocation proposal” is not at parity with the manner in which
BellSouth itself provisions and uses individusl and combinations of UNEs to provide
service.

Although we delieve there are significant flaws in your “collocation
proposal” (given that BeliSouth bas not provided adequme details either in public
documents or in oral representations to us), we remain open-minded and interested in
iearning more sbout what BeliSouth will provide, the mezhod in which it will be
provided, and the serme on which it will be provided. Thus, oncs again, | request
BeliSoutly's writtsn responses t0 the questions attsched to this letter by Japuary 30,
1997. Additionally, face-to-face discussions between the accountabdle BeilSouth
persosmel and sppropriste AT&T personnel would facilitate understanding of
BellSouth's proposed amangements. We are ready and willing to meet with the
BellSouth personnel you identify in your January 14, 1998 reaponse to discuss or
clarify these questions. Duane, a3 you can ses from the list of sttached questions,

there are manyy unanswered issues that must be addressed before AT&T can seriously
consider yout "collocation proposal.”
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Furthermore, because your "collocation proposal” is only one way to permit
aew entrants to combine UNES, we 3150 suggest thar we discuss other potential
slternatives which arc consistent with the 8* Circuit's decisions. Specifieally, seversl
altornatives were set forth in ATAT's Comments to the FCC regarding BellSouth's
application o provide imerLATA services in Lovisiana. Although eash of these
alternatives also may introduce unnecessary service distuption and expense, we
belicve sach is preferable to your "collocation propoesal.® These include: (1)
clectronic meens of combining asalog loops with ports similar to the existing digital
crose-comnection systews (e.§. DACS) for digital services; (2) use of the recent
change process in BellSouth's switches to disconnect and reconnect loops and ports;
(3) use of a joint CLEC/BellSouth vendor to disconnect and recoanest loops at the
main distribution frane; and (4) use of pre-wired connector blocks at the main
distribution frame. Please also personally confirm in writing in your January 14,
I%SWMNIMMWMAT&T;:MWO(M
aitematives for allowing CLECs to combine UNEs, and if 30, the
Be{lSouth personnet who will be responsible for such negotiations with AT&T.

As but yet another alternative, and as suggested by FCC Commissioner
Powell in his Separate Statement to the South Carolina decision, we also would like
to begin pegotistions with BellSouth "regarding combinations of UNEs whersby
BellSouth would volunrtarily recombine eiements for 4 modest charge — a glue
charge.” To this end, pleasc also confirm in your Japunry 14, 1998 response whethet
BellSouth will pursue such negotistions, and if so, the appropriate BellSowth
personnel who will be responsible for such aegotiations with AT&T.

In cloeing, these requests 10 cxplore alternative mesns of combining UNEs do
not affect and should not be construed as a waiver of any AT&T rights to continue to
pursue the aveilebility of combinations of UNESs in accordance with the positions
previously snd curtently advocaied by ATAT before siate regulatory bodies, stase
courts, federal diatrict courts, federai courts of appeal, the FCC and the U.S. Supreme
Cowrt. Nor should this request d¢ coastrued as mn adwission by ATET the
BeliSombh can satisfy its obligation to make combinstions of UNEs available o
CLECS by using BellSouth's “collocation proposal” or any of the aitematives
ideatified above, intluding the payment of » "glus charge™ by ATRT. Finally, by
dnlm-&ATlTummenﬂﬂmenymmmm
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{f the promised bencfits of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 are to be
realized by consumers %0 that they have a choice in local service providers, efforts to
open tha local telephone market must cominue and it is in that spitit that [ am
requesting your personal assistance on these very cricical issues.

[ look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
Sélim J. Carroll
Attachment
¢c:  Elton King-BeilSouth

Murk Feidler-BellSouth

Alsbama Public Service Commussion

Florida Public Service Commission

Creorgia Public Service Commission

Kentucky Public Service Commission

North Caroling Utilities Commission

Tennessee Regulatory Authority



ATTACHMENT to letter from William J. Carroll te F. Duane Ackerman dated
Jetuary &, 1998

Questions Regarding BellSouth's Colleeation Propossl and Altemative
Arrangements for CLEC Combisstion of UNEs

1, What UNEs will BellSouth provide to CLECs to combine in collocated space?
Loops and ports only?

2, Can a CLEC pre.wire the squipment in its collocation space?

3. Will BeliSouth allow CLEC3 to share the same interoffice transport used by
BeliSouth?

4. Will BellSouth require that a CLEC purchase signaling separate from switching?

S, What does BellSautk propose where there is not sufficient room w cotlocate ina
cemural office?

6. How will BeliSouth allow for the combining of loops and ports in central offices
where there {s n0 room for physical coilation?

7. Will BellSouth offer CLECs a choice of sither physical or virual cotloeation or
will virtuat collocation be made available by BellSouth oaly if there is no more
space available for physical collocation?

8. How will BeliSouth provision other UNEs for combiaing or recombining by
CLECs?

9, How will BeliSouth easure coordination of the loop and port connections for
each CLEC customer servics order?

19. How will BeliSouth maintain service continuity or minimiz¢ service disruption
for CLEC cussomwrs during the loop and tine port cutovers?

11. Becwuse the additonal loop length caused by collocation may require loop

conditioning, who will be respoasible for performing the conditioning -
BellSouth or the CLEC?

12, When will BellSouth provide written methods and procedures documenting its
proposed coltocation process for combining UNES?



13. How many loop and linc port jumper comections can BellSouth complete in a

susgle day per cental office? How many icams of technicians and shifts would
this involve?

14. Will BeliSoutk aliow CLECs to obtain less than 100 square feet of collocation

space solely for purposes of combining or recombining the necessary UNEs? If
50, how will BellSouth reduce its existing charges for collocation space?

15. Will BeilSouth allow CLECS to combine UNEs without collocation?

16. 13 BellSauth combining any components of its network or elements today via an
clectronic connection using a remote terminal? If 30, which ones?

17. Will BellSouth permit CLECs to have direct access to the BeliSouth main
distribution frame (MDF)?

18. Will BeltSouth provide CLECs access to its engineering records, as the records

need to be updated 1o reflect the new loop length 1o ensure MLT testing works
properly?

19. How will maintesance of the combined unbundied elemems work? -

28, Please describe all BellSouth methods and procedures 1o describe how it will
separyte already-combined elements and how CLECs will "resombine” these

clements? If such methods axi procedures do not yet exist, when will they be
compieted and made svailable 1o CLECs?

21. What OSS impucts are anticipated from BellSouth's "cotlocation” proposal?
What OSS wiil BellSouth access/utilize to separate already combined clemients

and to allow CLECs to "recombine” elemeats? How will BellSouth grovide
CLECs access to these OSS?

22. What impact does BellSouth's "collocation” proposal have on engineering and
invemory records? What records will BellSouth access or modify to separste
alady conpected clements? What records will need to be accessed and/ot
updated for 2 CLEC tw complets recombination of UNEs? What is BeliSouth's
plas to sccurately maintain such records? How will multipls CLECs using
recombised UNES be given access to BeliSouth's engineering and inventory
records?

23, Has BeilSowb investigated any alternatives 10 coliocation for the recombination
of oetwork clements (for exarple, providing CLECS direct access to BellSouth’s
network squipment for phyrical recombining or logicat separstion and
recombining)? If so, please describe these alternatives and explain BellSouth’s



reasous for not making these altcrnacives avaitable to CLECs prior to this daze?
If not, when will any such investigation be done?

24. How manty customers will BellSouth be able 1o convert in each of its central
offices per day when collocstion is used 1o combine a loop and port?

25. How many collocation arrangements can BellSouth accommodate per month per
state?

26, What is the availability of collocsted spacs in each BellSouth central office?
Please describe any limitations which may exist

27. Assuming s CLEC has pre-wired loop and switch connections in its collocation
space 1 blocks on BellSouth MDF amd/or IDF frames, what is the expected
duration of customer down time for conversion of an existing BellSouth
customer to a UNE CLEC customer?

13. How does BeilSouth propose to remody the provisioning/service paity issues
associssed with its collocation proposal e.g., (I) electronic provisioning vs.
manual provisioning; (2) sdditional loop lengths and additional connections; (3)
additional possible points of failure?

9. Will Bell South allow 1 CLEC 10 collocuis in a BellSouth remove switching site
(location where it has a remote switching module)?

30. Wili BellSouth require ATET 10 execante 2 "Master Collocation Agreement” or
other agreement(s) before BellSouth will make collocazion available o ATET?
If 50, please provide a copy of this agreement(s). Are there any modifications
needed to ATET's Interconnection Agresment(s) with BellSouth in any states
before BellSouth will make coliocation available o0 AT&T? If 50, what are they?

31, What intervals will BellSouth commit to as to the provision of requests for
coliocation?

32. Has BeliSouth tested, deployed facilities and/or persoans! to assure itself that
these intervals can be met? What remedies, if any, does BellSouth propose for
CLECs if these intervals are not meet? -

33. What costs age associated with BellSouth's collocation proposal? Please itemize
all indévidual costs. What information will BeliSouth provide to establish that
such costs are "just, reasonable and nondiscriminstory”!

34. Does BeliSouth have sny actual commercial usage data from any of its sttey
using physical collooation arrangements for purposes of sliowing CLECs to
combine UNEs? in other words, what tering has been done?



35, How will BeliSouth provision individual loops that currently are provisioned
using integrated digital loop carriers for combining with local ports?
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SeliSeown Insrconanation Serviges 770 492-7560

.M- € Seaders
Swnne 200 Faa 770 521-0629 Setes - Atpttant Vica Prapdem:
1950 west Excrenge Pace AT&T Aggiona Agcourt Teem
Tuekar, Gaarga 20084
fMarch 17, 1998

Mr. Raymond G. Crafton

Divison Pistform Manager

AT&T - Local Services Organization
1200 Peachiree Street, N.E.
Atiante, Geargia 30300

Dear Ray:

in Jim Carroil's January 6, 1888 letier to Duane Ackerman, AT&T proposed four
additional methods of delivery of unbundied netwark elements. 'BellSauth stated in its
February 10, 1898 letter to Mr. Carroll that it would review AT&T's additional methads.
BaliSouth has conciuded its review of these four methods of delivery,

1. AT&T's first proposal permitted CLECS to use an electronic cross-connect systom for
acoess to a loop and switch port combination (at UNE rates). S8eliSouth has
avaluslad this propasal intemnalty and with several vendors of such equipment.
Based upon BeliSouth's understanding of the praoposal, the elecironic cross-
connection aquipmant would be inserted in the loop path between the main
distributing frame (MOF) and the cenirai office switch  Tharefora, the loop/port
combination would be accomplished in the digital domain. and thus require analog (o
digital conversions. Such conversions would add additional expense that is nat
preseal in the othar methods of defivary. Rt is not clear 1o BeliSouth it AT&T is
suggesting that all central office loops be connectad to thig system, or merely a
predetermined subset of aapa. if the allemative requires that only a subset of
‘avadiabie loofis be accessibie by the new system, then certamly AT&ET has the
responsibility to specify those loogs. (f the atlemative requimes that ait loops have
accaas to tha new system. then soacurity and liabiity become greater issues. gince
access 10 the sysiem would have 10 be opened o all CLECs  |n both scenarios. a
firewsll oc mediation device would be required. in either case, nitial manus! cross-
connects to the new equipment would be required, resulting « labor costs in addition
to the cost associsted with the new electronic system and mediation device(s). In
conclugion, thers is & great dea! of expense associatad with this delivery method and
as such BeliSouth does not endarse the delivaery method as a generic methodology.

2. Tha second propasaal submitted hy ATAT permitted CLECs to combine (cops and V

ports (at UNE rates) through use of the “recant change” process. In order for CLECs
to utilize the “recant changa® process, ss with the method that proposes accass o



the main distribution frame, this process would require that ail CLECs have direct
access 0 BeinSouth's switch tranglations. Such access would lead to an
unacceptable higher risk of disruption and would impact of quality and reliability of
sarvice being provided to all end user customars. in aadition, thie propoeal does not
resutt in provision of unbundled elemants individuslly, in efect BellSouth would undar
this methadology be providing a combination of two unbundiea mmkmmnw

. AT&T's third proposal provm for the use of a joint CLEC/BcilSouth vendor lo

. disconnect and reconnect loops at the Main Distribution Frame (MOF). BeliSouth will
not permit CLECs to have direct'access to the BeliSouth MDF  The MDF was not
designed for multiple users and such access wauld lead {0 ar unacceptable higher
risk of disruption of service 1o a larger population of telecommunications users when
technicians from a number of different telecommunications companies have access
to the network and faciiities of all telecommunications companies providing service to
end users from that locstion. Further, BelfSouth's inventory systems are not
equigped 10 handle accazs to tha MOF. The inventary systems are not equipped to
track circuit patha through the central offices and thus, would not be abie to provide
accurate and timely information for provisioning, maintenance and repair activities.

. The fourth proposal offered by AT&T allows for the use of pre-wired connector biocks
at the Main Distribution Frame. As BellSouth stated n rgsponse to option 3,

BeltSouth will not permit CLECs o have direct access to the ReliSouth MDF

Collocation remains the most efficient manner in whi¢h to combine unbundied network
elements and BallSouth continuag to offer collocation as the means to combining such
elements. In addition to BeflSouth’s collocation propogal, BeilSouth s stilt avadabie to

discuss the opportunity of a professional service arrangement wmith AT&T in which
BeliSouth wauld combine UNEs for ATET at market rate.

Sincerely,
cc. Scatt Schaefer
Joe Baker
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R Sy e @BELLSOUTH

BeliSouth intercannection Services 770 492-7560
Suite 200 Fax 770 621-0629
1960 West Exchange Place

Tucker, Georgia 30084

Quinton E. Sanders
Sales Vice President
AT&T Regional Account Team

June 18, 1998

Mr. Raymond G. Crafton

Southern Region - Local Sales Organization
AT&T

1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.

Promenade One

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Ray:

During our meeting of May 18, 1998, we discussed AT&T's proposed alternatives to
physical collocation and virtual collocation for AT&T's use in comhining unbundled
network elements (UNEs) that AT&T acquires from BellSouth. During that meeting,

BellSouth agreed to provide answers to two questions raised by AT&T. This letter is our
response.

QUESTION 1:
AT&T (Ray Crafton) asked if there was any outcome from the 8th Circuit Court of

Appeals/Supreme Court decision that would move BellSouth to adopting the recent
change alternative proposed by Bob Falcone of AT&T.

BELLSOUTH'S RESPONSE TO QUESTION 1:

BellSouth believes no outcome of the appeal to the Supreme Court of the Eighth Circuit's
ruling would cause BellSouth to adopt voluntarily the recent change alternative
proposed by AT&T as an acceptable method by which CLECs could combine the UNEs
acquired from BeliSouth. BellSouth’s position is based on the following:

e Inorder for Competing Local Exchange Companies (CLECs) to utilize the
recent change process, they would have to have direct access to BellSouth's
switch translations. Switch translations govern all call processing functions.
Errors in switch translations, such as might be introduced by this method,
could cause significant, wide-spread service disruption to BellSouth and to
other customers served by BellSouth. Such access would thus lead to an
unacceptable risk of service disruption and would impact the quality and
reliability of service being provided to all end user customers (not only
BellSouth's, but also those of any CLEC using unbundled local switching).



QUESTION 2:

AT&T (Ray Crafton) asked if we would share information associated with levels of
inward/outward customer access line movement that could be used in the cost
justification of a digital cross connection system to facilitate customer movement
between CLECs and Incumbent Local Exchange Companies (ILECs). This system would
replace traditional main distribution frames and would be used in lieu of physical
collocation and virtual collocation for a CLEC to combine UNEs acquired from
BellSouth.

BELLSOUTH'S RESPONSE TO QUESTION 2:

BellSouth is unable to determine what, if any, level of inward/outward customer access
line movement (“churn’) would cost justify replacement of traditional distribution
frames with digital cross connection systems. As BellSouth understands AT&T's
suggestion, entire distribution frames would be replaced and the economics of such
replacement would be based solely on any savings associated with replacing manual
processes (that is, wired cross connections) with electronic processes (that is, “mapping”
of connections through the digital cross connection systems). Following are some key
points, including some findings related to BellSouth's analysis of its Sawgrass Fiber
Center creation in Florida:

e No commercially available electronic device exists in the marketplace of a
size and scale required to entirely replace a main distribution frame that

would accommodate the very large number of simultaneous cross
connections.

o Since the time that BellSouth performed the analysis leading to its creation of
its Sawgrass Fiber Center, switch prices have continued to drop whereas
there has not been a similar drop in prices for digital cross connection
systems. Therefore, the economics of general use of digital cross connection
devices in lieu of manual cross connections have not changed significantly.

¢ Use of a digital cross connection system in lieu of traditional frames would
seemn most applicable in wire centers where virtually all of the entrance
facilities are fiber optic cables. While the general trend is towards an
entirely fiber optic based distribution network, that goal is still years away.

¢ There remain some tariffed services which cannot be offered in such a
serving arrangement.

[ trust that this response answers AT&T's questions raised at our meeting. If I may assist
further in any way, please call me.

Sincerely,
Quinton Sanders
Sales Vice President
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PUC PROJECT NO. 16251

INVESTIGATION OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL  § PUBLIC UTILITY CO
TELEPHONE COMPANY’S ENTRY INTO THE ~ §

- TEXAS INTERLATA TELECOMMUNICATIONS  § OF TEXAS
MARKET §
§

----- COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Texas Public Utility Commission (the Commission) and the telecommunications industry
- have worked steadily since the passage of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 (FTA96) to
negotiate and arbitrate interconnection agreements that will facilitate local competition in Texas.
Pursuant to FTA96, new entrants have the legal authority to enter the local market in Texas through
- resale, unbundled network elements (UNEs), and interconnection. FTA96 § 251 (47 U.S.C. § 251).

In order to provide in-region interLATA services, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
- (SWBT), a Bell Operating Company (BOC), must establish that the local telecommunications market

is irreversibly open to competition. Specifically, Section 271 of FTA96 requires SWBT to establish
that

* it satisfies the requirements of either Section 271(c)(1)(A), known as "Track A,"
- or Section 271(c)(1)(B), known as "Track B";
* it is providing the 14 checklist items listed in Section 271(c)(2)(B) pursuant to
either a Track A state-approved interconnection agreement or a Track B
e statement of generally available terms (SGAT);
* the requested authorization will be carried out in accordance with the
requirements of Section 272; and
-~ » SWBT’s entry into the in-region interLATA market is "consistent with the public
interest, convenience, and necessity.” Section 271(d)(3)(C).

- Although the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) ultimately determines whether
SWBT has established its entitlement to enter the interLATA market pursuant to Section 271, the
statute directs the FCC to consult with state commissions. The FCC relies upon state commissions to

~ develop a complete factual record.

SWBT filed its application to provide in-region interL ATA service in Texas on March 2,
- 1998 with the Commission. On April 7, 1998, the Commission held an open meeting at SWBT’s
Local Service Center (LSC) in the Dallas-Ft. Worth area and on April 21st through the 25th, the
Commission held an extensive hearing on SWBT’s application. Many competitive local exchange
- companies (CLECs) and other parties participated in the Commission’s 271 proceeding.

SWBT has done much in Texas to open the local market to competition. Notwithstanding
— that fact, if the Commission were asked to give a recommendation to the FCC today, it regrettably
would be required on the record before it to say "not yet." The Commission files this
Recommendation in an effort to provide SWBT with guidance on what the Commission believes
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SWBT will need to do in order for this Commission to say that the local market is irreversibly open
and SWBT should be allowed to provide in-region interLATA service. The Commission files this
Recommendation in the spirit of cooperation and in the hope that SWBT will work with the 271
participants and this Commission to get SWBT to "yes."

Participants presented evidence throughout this Section 271 proceeding that indicated their
difficulty in working with SWBT to interconnect, purchase UNEs, and provide resale. Although the
Commission believes the evidence may indicate that SWBT needs to change its corporate attitude and
view the participants as wholesale customers, the Commission also believes many of the problems
may be attributable to lack of communication within SWBT and between SWBT and the participants.
The Commission believes that SWBT attempted to address many of the problems raised by the
participants during the course of the 271 hearing itself. The Commission hopes that this response by
SWRBT indicates a willingness to address the issues that will get SWBT to "yes."

Public Interest

With regard to the public interest aspect of Section 271 (including the "ease of doing business with
SWBT") the Commission makes the following recommendations:

1. The Commission shall establish a collaborative process whereby SWBT, Commission staff, and
participants to this project establish a working system that addresses all of the issues raised in
this recommendation;

2. SWBT needs to show this Commission and participants during the collaborative process by its
actions that its corporate attitude has changed and that it has begun to treat CLEC:s like its
customers;

3. SWBT needs to establish better communication between its upper management, including its
policy group, and its account representatives. As a first step, SWBT shall develop policy
manuals for its account representatives and put in place a system, such as email notifications, to
communicate decisions by the policy group to account representatives and questions or
comments back to the policy group;

4. SWBT needs to establish consistent policies used by all SWBT employees in responding to
issues raised by CLECs. Toward that end, SWBT shall establish an interdepartmental group
whose responsibility is trouble-shooting for CLECs engaged in interconnection, purchase of
UNEs, and resale. This group shall be headed by an executive of SWBT with the final decision
making power;

S. SWBT needs to establish a system for providing financial or other incentives to LSC personnel
based upon CLEC satisfaction;

6. SWBT needs to commit to resolving problem issues with CLECs in a manner that will give
CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete;

7. SWBT shall draft a comprehensive manual for CLECs to ensure the timely provision of all
aspects of interconnection, provision of UNEs and resale. The manual shall be written in a
fashion that clearly delineates parties’ responsibilities, the procedures for obtaining technical
and other practical information, and the timelines for accomplishing the various steps in
interconnection, purchase of UNEs and resale. The manual should also set forth SWBT’s
policy with regard to a CLEC’s ability to adopt an approved interconnection agreement
pursuant to Section 252(i) (this process will be referred to as the "MFN" process),

8. SWBT needs to treat CLECs at panty with the way it treats ltself or its unregulated affiliates;

9. SWBT needs to show proof that it has made al hanoes jt agreed to make during the
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process of the Commission’s 271 hearing, all of which have been detailed in the record,

10.SWBT needs to establish that its interconnection agreements are binding and are available on a
nondiscriminatory basis to all CLECs;

11.To the extent SWBT chooses to establish 271 requirements by relying upon interconnection
agreements it has appealed, SWBT should consider adopting a statement of generally available
terms and conditions;

12.SWBT needs to establish that it is following all Commission orders referenced in this
recommendation and that it intends to follow future directives of the Commission;

13.SWBT needs to establish its commitment to offering the terms of current interconnection
agreements during any period of renegotiation, even if the negotiations extend beyond the
original term of the interconnection agreements;

14.Commission staff, SWBT, and the participants need to establish adequate performance
monitoring (including performance standards, reporting requirements, and enforcement
mechanisms) during the collaborative process that will allow self-policing of the
interconnection agreements after SWBT has been allowed to enter the long distance market;

15.SWBT shall not use customer proprietary network information to "winback" customers lost to
competitors.

Checklist Items

ITEM ONE: Has SWBT provided interconnection in accordance with the requirements of sections
251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1), pursuant to 271(c)(2)}(B)(i) and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDATIONS: In addition to the recommendations addressed above in the public
interest section, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below, the Commission
recommends the following, the details of which could be established in the collaborative process. The
Commission believes implementation of both the spirit and the letter of these recommendations would
lead to an affirmative answer on this checklist issue.

1. SWBT shall investigate and implement measures to expedite construction and installation
activities both at tandem and end office locations and, in order to provide for a reasonably
foreseeable demand, SWBT shall engage in cooperative planning of trunking facilities with a
view toward providing parity for CLECs;

2. The physical collocation tariff should be amended to be made available to any CLEC that wants
to physically collocate in SWBT’s facilities. A CLEC should be allowed to use the tariff
without going through the MFN process in Section 252(i) of FTA96;

3. SWBT shall implement a cost-based virtual collocation tariff available to all CLECs;

4. SWBT shall allow CLECs to buy equipment from non-SWBT entities, and in turn, sell the
equipment to SWBT in order to reduce the CLECs’ costs.

ITEM TWO: Has SWBT provided nondiscriminatory access to network elements in accordance
with the requirements of section 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1) of FTA, pursuant to 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDATIONS: In addition to the recommendations addressed above in the public
interest section, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below, the Commission
recommends the following, the details of which could be established in the collaborative process. The
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Commission believes implementation of both the spirit and the letter of these recommendations would
lead to an affirmative answer on this checklist issue.

1. SWBT shall offer at least the following three methods to allow CLECs to recombine UNEs.
These three methods attempt to balance SWBT’s security concerns with the desire of CLECs
to combine UNEs:

--virtual collocation of cross-connects at cost-based rates,
--access to recent change capability of the switch to combine loop port combinations, and

--electronic access such as Digital Cross Connect (DCS) for combining loop and port at cost
based rates, where available;

2. SWBT, Commission Staff, and the participants to this proceeding shall explore the following
issues during the collaborative process:

--additional methods for recombining UNEs or for allowing CLECs to combine UNEs and the
costs associated with such methods;

--whether SWBT is providing any and all individual UNEs required by FTA96,

3. Concerning virtual collocation of cross connects, the Commission recommends that CLECs be
able to provide incumbent local exchange companies (ILECs) with rolls of their own wire.
When a customer changes carriers from the ILEC to a CLEC, the ILEC would take out a wire
from the CLEC’s inventory, untie and remove the ILEC’s wire, and insert and tie the CLEC’s
wire. Similarly, if a customer returns to the ILEC, the ILEC must remove the CLECs wire,
insert its wire, and return the CLEC’s wire to the CLEC’s inventory. SWBT, under this
scenario, would be able to recover its forward-looking, economic costs and insure the security
of the network;

4. Concerns have been raised about the Commission requiring CLECs to obtain right to use
licenses, where necessary, when leasing UNEs. Under the current UNE rates, the Commission
believes the right to use decision made in the mega-arbitration is appropriate. However, the
Commission invites CLECs to seek a UNE-Right to Use adder. This adder would compensate
SWBT for costs associated with right to use arrangements. For CLECs choosing to pay the
cost-based adder, SWBT would agree to provide the right to use arrangements as a wholesale
function. For CLECs choosing not to pay the adder, the Commission’s position in the
mega-arbitration would apply. The parameters of this issue shall be negotiated in the
collaborative process.

ITEM THREE: Has SWBT provided nondiscriminatory access to the poles, ducts, conduits, and
rights-of-way owned or controlled by SWBT at just and reasonable rates in accordance with the
requirements of section 224 of the Communications Act of 1934 as amended by the FTA96 pursuant
to 271(c)(2)(B)(iii), and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDATION: If SWBT implements the Commission’s recommendations in the public
interest section above, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below, the
Commission believes SWBT will meet this checklist item.

ITEM FOUR: Does the access and interconnection provided by SWBT includc local loop
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transmission from the central office to the customer’s premises, unbundled from local switching or
other services in accordance with the requirements of section 271(c)(2)(B)(iv) of FTA96 and
applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDATIONS: In addition to the recommendations addressed above in the public
interest section, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below, Staff
recommends the following, the details of which could be established in the collaborative process. Staff
believes implementation of both the spirit and the letter of these recommendations would lead to an
affirmative answer on this checklist issue.

1. SWBT shall publish a technical manual showing CLECs how to use the unbundled loops to
provide Asymmetric Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) and High-Speed Digital Subscriber Line
(HDSL) services. Spectrum management of available cable space shall be conducted by SWBT
in an expedited manner, upon request from a CLEC who intends to use the unbundled loop for
high speed ADSL and/or HDSL services;

2. SWBT shall also allow 4-wire HDSL service on an unbundled loop, provided the subscriber to
such service has adequate cable or channel capacity or other means to place 911 calls from the
same location;

3. SWBT must demonstrate it is complying with its development/reporting obligations for digital
subscriber loops and that CLECs using recombined UNEs will have access to mechanized line
testing (MLT) at parity with SWBT before the Commission can recommend that SWBT be
found to have met this checklist item. Moreover, to the extent SWBT provides virtual
collocation of the cross-connect and/or disconnection by recent change order, the MLT issue
may be resolved.

ITEM FIVE: Does the access and interconnection provided by SWBT include local transport from
the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch unbundled from switching or other services
in accordance with the requirements of section 271(c)(2}(B)(v) of FTA96 and applicable rules
promulgated by the FCC?

RECOMMENDATIONS: In addition to the recommendations addressed above in the public
interest section, and the OSS and performance standard sections addressed below, the Commission
recommends the following, the details of which could be established in the collaborative process. The
Commission believes implementation of both the spirit and the letter of these recommendations would
lead to an affinmative answer on this checklist issue.

1. SWBT shall be required to provide the multiplexar and the unbundled dedicated transport
(UDT) as a UNE;

2. SWBT shall be required to demonstrate that it is complying with the order in Docket No.
18117 and that it is providing two-way trunks upon request to CLECs. Although the
Commission concurs with SWBT that the mere existence of a past dispute that has been
resolved by the Commission does not disqualify SWBT from satisfying a check list
requirement, it is necessary for SWBT to demonstrate that it is, in fact, complying with the
Commission’s orders.

ITEM SIX: Does the access and interconnection provided by SWBT include local switching
unbundled from transport, local loop transmission, or other services in accordance with the
requirements of section 271(c)(2)(B)(vi) of FTA96 and applicable rules promulgated by the FCC?
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